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I will just conclude by saying that

the importance of the United States
proceeding with this and bringing it to
the floor in the next couple of weeks,
along with the budget that we will be
debating later this week and the au-
thorization bill for the Armed Services
Committee which the distinguished
Presiding Officer sits on—as we debate
this bill we will be discussing specifi-
cally the issue of whether or not we
will continue to adequately fund and to
begin deployment of an effective mis-
sile defense system.

That will be a matter of great debate
on this Senate floor, and I hope my col-
leagues, in consideration of that, will
pause and reflect upon the conclusions
of this Atlantic alliance which, as I
said, has now come much farther along
the path of agreeing that in the end
there should be a coordinated, com-
bined effort. It would not just be the
United States, but it would be our At-
lantic allies as well participating with
us in some kind of effective global bal-
listic missile defense system.

Mr. President, I will at a future time
insert in the RECORD some of the state-
ments that were made at this impor-
tant conference. For the moment, I
simply wanted to alert my colleagues
to the fact that, as we begin this budg-
et debate and as we begin the debate on
the Defense authorization bill, a con-
sensus is developing around the world,
and the United States needs to lead in
this effort. I know the distinguished
Presiding Officer and I will be involved
in that debate in a significant way as it
unfolds in the next few days.

Thank you, Mr. President. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Under the previous order, the time
until 3:30 shall be under the control of
the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Chair.
It is my understanding that before

the Senate we have a cloture motion
against the travel provision against
which lays the majority leader’s pro-
posal to repeal the administration’s
4.3-cent gas tax inaugurated in August
1993. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion the Senator talks about will be
voted on tomorrow.

Mr. COVERDELL. At what time, if I
might ask the Chair?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is set
for 2:15 p.m.
f

GAS TAX AND THE BUDGET

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, for
an extended period of time, we have
been engaged in an attempt to repeal
the President’s and this administra-

tion’s imposition of a 4.3-cent gas tax
that was imposed on the country in Au-
gust 1993. The President has now said
that he will sign the repeal of this gas
tax, and he gave several suggestions as
to how it should be funded. The other
side of the aisle for the last week has
been standing in front of our attempt
to repeal this gas tax; it has gotten
caught up in the minimum wage,
whereupon the majority leader came
forward with new suggestions about
the new workplace. That was objected
to by the other side of the aisle.

We are now in the midst of having to
file a cloture motion to see if we can
end debate on the majority leader’s
suggestion and proposal to repeal the
gas tax. As the Chair has suggested,
there will be a vote at 2:15 p.m. tomor-
row on whether or not we can come to
cloture, whether or not we can end de-
bate, whether or not we can stop day
after day after day of standing in the
way of the repeal which is so important
to America’s average working families.

The specific amendment offered by
Senator DOLE, repeals the 4.3-cent-per-
gallon gas tax until December 31, 1996,
although there are many of us—this is
the interim repeal—who, in the budget,
want to repeal it permanently. It ex-
presses the sense of Congress that 4.3
cents per gallon should be passed on to
the customers.

There has been a lot of discussion
about whether or not this would actu-
ally get to the pump and that the price
was lowered in the midst of these very
large gasoline prices at the pumps all
across the country. So this has a sense
of the Congress that this reduction in
tax we expect to see occur at the pump.
It authorizes a study by the Comptrol-
ler General as to whether the 4.3-cents-
per-gallon savings were passed through
to the consumer. That report would be
due January 31, 1997.

The repeal does not add to the defi-
cit. It specifically pays for it. This has
been modified; $800 million of this tax
relief will come in reduced expendi-
tures at the Department of Energy in
their administrative overhead; $2.5 bil-
lion of this tax relief will come from
the spectrum auction completed by
March 1997, and $1.7 billion in the offset
from the bank insurance fund and the
savings association insurance fund,
raising the revenues to capitalize that
fund, reduce pressure on the general
fund, bringing $1.7 billion in additional
tax relief.

So, as you can see here, it is about
$4.5 billion worth of tax reductions on
the average working families in our
country.

With regard to the suggestions which
began to surface last week that this
was an exercise in futility because the
American people would never see it,
you will note that it commissions the
Comptroller General to certify that the
consumers got it. It has a sense of the
Congress suggesting that it must be
passed on to the consumers.

In addition to this, when Senator
DOLE spoke late last week, he intro-

duced into the RECORD letters from
Arco, Texaco, and Exxon. Here is one:

ARCO Chairman and CEO, Mike R. Bowlin,
said today that ‘‘if the Federal Government
reduces the gasoline excise tax by 4.3 cents
per gallon, ARCO will immediately reduce
its total price at its company-operated sta-
tions and to its dealers by 4.3 cents per gal-
lon.’’

A similar letter from Texaco, Incor-
porated; a letter to Senator DOLE from
the American Bus Association:

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: On behalf of the
American Bus Association, I thank you once
again for your proposal to repeal the 4.3
cents per gallon deficit reduction fuel tax.
We fully support your efforts in this regard.

From Carol Hallett, the Air Trans-
port Association:

DEAR MR. LEADER: We have been asked
whether the reduction in the 4.3 cents-per-
gallon transportation fuels tax will result in
lower air fares to consumers. As you know,
the Air Transport Association has no role in
the setting of air fares. Moreover, we do not
suggest or take any action which may result
in our member carriers adjusting fares. How-
ever, notwithstanding those limits, I would
like to address your inquiry.

It goes on to say that it would, in-
deed, reduce air fares.

So air fares, bus fares, cab fares, the
working family, the car pool, this ef-
fort puts additional and very much
needed funds into the checking account
of every working family, every working
business, all those who depend on pub-
lic transportation and private trans-
portation. It has a positive effect that
is reached all across the board.

So, I am very hopeful that this week
we will see a conclusion and a positive
step taken on behalf of American fami-
lies and businesses all across our land
as we begin the process of reducing the
economic burden on those families.

Mr. President, I understand the Pre-
siding Officer would like to speak on
this proposal. I am prepared to yield up
to 10 minutes to the Presiding Officer
to match with his schedule, and then I
will assume the role of Presiding Offi-
cer during the remarks of the Senator
from Wyoming.

(Mr. COVERDELL assumed the
chair.)

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Wy-
oming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to take advantage of the 10 min-
utes you granted to talk a little bit
about this tax decrease that is on our
menu today. We have talked about it
for some time, but I think it is always
useful to refresh ourselves about ex-
actly what we are talking about, as the
Senator from Georgia indicated, and I
appreciate him bringing together this
time to talk about it.

We are talking about 4.3-cent tax cut
on the gas tax. The average gas tax in
this country is about 38 cents, about
half of which is Federal, half of which
is State. We had a chart the other day
at a hearing that we held. It showed
the cost of crude, the cost of refining,
and the cost of taxes. The three of
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them were nearly equal. So we have
substantial tax on fuel. The unique
thing about this 4.3 cents, that I think
everyone needs to understand, is that
it is the only part of the gas tax that
does not go to the maintenance and
preparation of highways. This was
added onto highway users and to driv-
ers for other purposes—to go to social
programs, to go to general spending. I
think that is a problem. I think that is
a problem in direction. We have always
tied together the gas tax to the prepa-
ration of highways and the mainte-
nance of highways, to building the Fed-
eral highway program to serve all
States. Here, now, we deviate from
that and use this source—we take it
away from what gas taxes were really
intended to be for and to use them for
general spending. I think that is a mis-
take. Why should it not be 10 cents
more or 15 cents more, when some be-
lieve we need the money?

The reduction would be, temporarily
at least, until the end of this calendar
year. That is what we are talking
about. We are talking about a tax that
was part of the President’s tax increase
in 1993, the largest tax increase in the
history of this country, $260 billion of
tax increase. The President has indi-
cated when he had his tax increase he
was going to tax the rich. Let me tell
you, a gas tax does not tax the rich. A
gas tax taxes everyone. Selfishly, I
have to tell you, it taxes people in my
State twice as much as it does the peo-
ple in the District of Columbia because
we are the ninth largest State—100,000
square miles and 50,000 people. We drive
a lot. We have no public transpor-
tation.

So it is an unfair tax regionally. It is
an unfair tax in terms of income. It is
paid by everyone, despite their income.
In fact, the lower one-fifth of earners
in this country pay 41⁄2 times as much
in this tax as do the top fifth, because
it is not related to income.

Mr. President, I have never favored
the tax. I voted against it, as you did,
and all Republicans did; partly because
I am not one who thinks we ought to
look for more taxes. I believe strongly
in what I think was the message of the
1994 election, that the Federal Govern-
ment is too big and it costs too much
and we are overregulated. So we ought
to be looking at ways to find effi-
ciency, we ought to be looking at ways
to reduce the expenditures, as opposed
to finding more taxes so we can con-
tinue to grow.

By the way, there is a great deal of
talk, and I am pleased for that, that
the deficit is down. It is down because
we have more taxes. Spending is up.
Spending continues to go up. I think
we ought to be going the other way.

Some say a reduction in taxes by 4.3
cents will not go to the consumer. I
think it will. I do not think it should
be done necessarily because gas prices
are high. That does focus on it and
gives us an opportunity to talk about
it, but I think it should be done regard-
less of where gas prices are. When the

money does not go to highways, when
it is an increase in taxes to the lowest
income-earners in our country, then I
think we ought to change that.

I ran into this in the House a couple
of years ago. When we talk about the
details of issues—in that case it hap-
pened to be land use issues, in this case
it happens to be taxes—we can go on
and on about the details of why you
should do it or why you should not do
it. The fact is, it is basically a philo-
sophical question. My friend on the
other side of the aisle who talks quite
often comes from a Western State and
is against the repeal. He is against the
repeal and I am for it because he and I
differ in philosophy. He likes more
Government. I would like to have some
less. If you like more Government you
need more taxes. If you think the Gov-
ernment is better at spending people’s
money than having them keep it for
themselves, then more taxes are the
appropriate thing to do, and I under-
stand that. It is a legitimate point of
view. It does not happen to be mine.
My only point is, when we get into the
details of some of these things, the de-
tails really are not the issue. The issue
is the philosophy. The issue is the phi-
losophy.

If you want more Government, if
Government is the best answer to all of
our problems, then you should be for
more taxes because you certainly
ought to pay for at least a portion of
the program you have. If you believe
Government can spend the money bet-
ter than the people who earn it, and
more efficiently—and there are those
who do—then you should be for more
taxes.

The argument that is used is: It
harms the deficit. Let me tell you
something, spending next year will be
$1,600 billion, $1.6 trillion. In that budg-
et, if we cannot find offsets of $4 billion
in programs that ought to be reduced,
indeed ought to be eliminated, I will—
almost anybody can find them. The
Presiding Officer has outlined most of
them. They will be used for offsets.

The other argument is it will not be
used for consumers. I do not believe
that. As competitive as this industry
is, if I have a service station on one
corner and I reduce the price, you do
not think everyone else on the other
corners is going to? Of course they are.
Furthermore, they have said they
would.

So, I think this is an issue that really
reaches in the direction we have been
going. I think the Presiding Officer
talked a little bit about the frustration
of the slowness of action on this par-
ticular issue. We have been talking
about it now for 2 weeks. Our friends
on the other side of the aisle will not
let it move and have adopted a very de-
fensive position about everything that
is sought to be done.

I just want to say a little bit, off that
subject. I have thought about this a lit-
tle bit, and frankly I am a little frus-
trated. This is my second year in the
Senate. I am pretty frustrated with the

fact we do not move, we do not decide
to take up an issue and vote on it. That
is what voting is for, to make those de-
cisions. Instead, we use the system to
procrastinate.

But, as I reflected on it, I am really
pleased in what has happened over the
last year and a half. We have seen a
total redirection in this Senate. We
have seen a total redirection from what
has been going on for 40 years—and
that has been one of the difficulties.
We have been going along with pretty
much of a New Society, Great Society
Program started with Lyndon Johnson.
How long ago was that? Each year we
have come here and we have said, ‘‘How
much more will we spend on these
same programs?’’ For the first time in
25 years, we talked about balancing the
budget. We are going to balance the
budget. We are going to commit our-
selves to it.

We have changed the whole direction
of the discussion from how much more
do you add to balancing the budget and
doing it by reducing the size of Govern-
ment and reducing taxes, by transfer-
ring some functions to States, doing
away with some functions, putting
some functions in the private sector,
but continuing then to look for effi-
cient ways to deliver those services
that are essential, that do need to be
there. Let me tell you, there are plenty
of them that are not that essential and
many that are.

So I am delighted that we have done
that. We have done a lot of things. We
have the line-item veto; we have con-
gressional accountability; we passed
unfunded mandates reform; we reduced
congressional spending; we have small
business regulatory reform; a tele-
communications bill; lobbying reform;
gift ban; a farm bill that moves it back
to the marketplace for the first time in
how many years? Fifty. Securities liti-
gation reform.

So, Mr. President, I think we get
frustrated, and we should. On the other
hand, we have changed the whole com-
plexion of this place in 1 year, and it is
going to take longer than that to
change 40 years of habits. But this is
one of the ways that I think you begin,
by saying, ‘‘Look, gas taxes ought to be
dedicated to highways and highway
construction.’’ We have one here that
is not. We have one here that is de-
signed to keep the Government going
as it was. We have an opportunity to
reduce spending for the American fami-
lies. We have a chance to do that.

I am very hopeful that the other side
of the aisle will give us an opportunity
to vote on the gas tax reduction and
give us a chance to vote on some of the
other issues that are there as well so
we can move forward. The fact there is
now a Presidential election going on
does not mean that we should stop
doing something, that everything has
to be tied to the Presidential election.
Things ought to be talked about on the
merits. I understand there is a dif-
ference of view, and I recognize that.
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I guess that is really what I have

been trying to say. There is a philo-
sophical difference about the size of
Government, a philosophical difference
about how people ought to spend their
own money, a philosophical difference
about taxation. And that is where we
are.

I support strongly the idea of reduc-
ing this tax of 4.3 cents, continuing to
reduce it in the budget and finding
some places in this $1.6 trillion budget
that we can offset this and continue to
do that, continue to make programs
more efficient, more responsive, more
close to people by involving the States.

Mr. President, I appreciate you giv-
ing me this opportunity. I appreciate
what you are doing on the floor. I
think we need to talk about these is-
sues. People need to know what they
are. People need to know this is a dif-
ferent gas tax than the other 14, 15
cents that is there. This was designed
for a specific purpose, and this is a
great opportunity to change it.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
am convinced if Thomas Jefferson, or
any of our august Founders were here
today, they would be absolutely aghast
to find that this Nation, that the work-
ers—and it is better to characterize
workers as working families today, be-
cause virtually 80 percent of what has
happened in the workplace has been
about working families. It is no longer
a breadwinner with the family at
home; it is the whole family in the
workplace. Not only are both spouses
in the workplace, often children of the
spouses are in the workplace.

We did not have a celebration but we
had a revelation last week when we
were here on the floor on May 8—May
8—to acknowledge that that would be
the first day that these working fami-
lies would have the right to keep their
paychecks. Every day prior to that—
May 7, 6, 5, 4, all the way back to Janu-
ary 1—their paychecks belonged to the
Government. It is almost unfathomable
that we would have come to the point
that a family would work from Janu-
ary 1 to May 7 and forfeit all of those
wages to the Government before they
had the first dime for themselves to
take care of those very special needs
that we charge the American family to
do—house, educate, transport, feed,
health, prepare the Nation for the fu-
ture, to get America up the next day
and to school and to work, to get them
home, to get ready for the next week,
the next month, the next generation.
January 1 to May 7 before they get to
keep their first check—that is hard to
fathom.

Just to put this in perspective, and I
am going to in a moment recognize the
distinguished Senator from Texas, but
in 1992, the President, in his campaign
for Presidency, said the gas tax was a
bad thing to do. He was right. The gas
tax, he said, would punish the poor in-
ordinately and the elderly. He was
right. But when he got to the White
House, he adopted this 4.3-cent gas tax,
and as the Chair has acknowledged, the
tax did not even go to build better
highways or safer highways; it was put
into new Federal spending—out of the
pocket, out of the checking accounts of
working America into the checking ac-
count of the Treasury.

Here we are 3 years later and we are
simply trying to fulfill what the Presi-
dent said when he campaigned. We are
trying to get rid of this tax that he has
called an improper tax, one that is par-
ticularly hard on the poor, particularly
hard on the elderly. It is exceedingly
difficult for the poor. The lowest 20
percent are faced with having to pay
somewhere between 7 and 8 percent of
all their disposable income on gasoline.
So it is entirely appropriate that this
regressive tax be repealed.

With that, Mr. President, I yield up
to 10 minutes to my distinguished col-
league from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank the Senator from
Georgia for taking this time to talk
about this gas tax and why we are still
talking about it.

We had this bill on the floor last
week. We have been trying to make tax
cuts throughout this Congress. Every
time we submit a tax cut to the Presi-
dent, it comes back with a big veto on
it.

I think we need to talk a little bit
about the philosophy of why we want
tax cuts. A lot of people say, ‘‘Well,
why do you want tax cuts when you
have a deficit?’’ The reason is twofold.
One is, if you are going to lower the
rate of growth of spending by the Gov-
ernment, tax cuts put more money into
the economy.

But the second reason is who makes
the decision about how to spend the
people’s hard-earned money. That is
the question here. So when someone
says, why tax cuts? it is because we be-
lieve that the people of this country
who are working so hard to make a liv-
ing for themselves and for their fami-
lies should have the ability to spend
their money that they earn rather than
sending it to Washington for someone
to decide whether this program is more
important to your family than going
on a family vacation or buying food to
eat or having a new dress for the senior
prom. Whatever the decision for a fam-
ily is, we believe that family ought to
be able to decide how they spend their
money. That is why we are trying so
hard to provide tax cuts for the middle
class.

This is something that the President
promised in 1992. He promised it in his

election campaign in the book ‘‘Put-
ting People First.’’ He said his would
pass tax cuts for the middle class. But
instead, what the middle-class people
of this country got was the largest tax
increase in the history of America.
That is what happened in 1993. There
were no tax cuts for the middle class in
1993 or 1994 or 1995.

The only tax bills that have been
passed have been tax increases. In the
1993 President Clinton budget he in-
creased taxes, including a 4.3-cent-per-
gallon increase in gasoline taxes. This
was a different kind of gasoline tax
than we have seen in the past. In the
past, a gasoline tax has automatically
gone into the highway trust fund. It
has gone as a user fee to finish and
maintain our National Highway Sys-
tem. But not the 4.3-cent-per-gallon
tax of 1993. No. That was a tax increase
that was supposed to go against the
deficit. 4.3 cents per gallon just went
into the general fund. So we have been
trying to repeal this tax since the time
we voted against passing it in the first
place. In fact, every Republican in the
U.S. Congress and the U.S. Senate
voted against this tax increase in 1993.

We are now trying to repeal the gas
tax. We believe the American family is
quite capable of making the decision
on how that family spends its money,
and so we oppose all tax increases. We
think the family is more capable of
making good decisions about what is
right for them than somebody in Wash-
ington, DC. In my home State of Texas
or in Senator COVERDELL’s home State
of Georgia, we believe the people who
earn the money can make the deci-
sions.

So that is why we are fighting so
hard against the Democrat filibuster
for this gasoline tax cut, because we
believe it is very important for the
working people. It is especially impor-
tant in a State like mine, where people
have to drive so much because there
are wide open spaces and they have to
go so far to get to work and to school.
We think that this tax cut will be very
beneficial to the working families and
particularly the families that are bare-
ly making ends meet and have to drive
long distances to go to work or for the
essential needs for themselves and for
their families.

So, Mr. President, we are trying very
hard to stay consistent. We did not
vote for this tax increase in the first
place. Now that gasoline prices are so
high, we want to take this opportunity
to give a little relief to the people who
are using their cars for the essentials
of life, or even if it is for recreation—
that is important in a family, too—we
want people to have a little relief from
these high gasoline prices.

We think 4.3 cents per gallon is a
good place to start. I heard it said the
other day say that somebody in Cali-
fornia was trying to make the decision
on whether to pay their home mort-
gage this month or fill up the van with
gasoline. That is not a serious state-
ment, but a joke, but it is getting to be
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more and more serious when it costs
$60 to fill up a van. That will make a
dent in a working person’s salary and
their expendable income.

So, Mr. President, I hope that the
people who are going to be voting on
the floor of the Senate tomorrow on
this very important measure will con-
sider the working people of this coun-
try and the tax relief that they were
promised, and I hope they will make
their promise good because I think it is
about time that the people in Washing-
ton, DC, started thinking about the
people who are out there earning a liv-
ing, hoping that Government will not
continue to encroach on their lives to a
greater extent than is absolutely nec-
essary.

That is what we are trying to do, Mr.
President. So I appreciate the Senator
from Georgia. I hope that people will
think about the 4.3 cents per gallon for
somebody who is filling up a car every
4 days or so. It may not seem like a lot,
but it is a lot if you are barely making
ends meet. This determines what dis-
posable income is and whether you are
able to do some of those extra things
that you would like to do for your own
family.

The bottom line is, Mr. President, we
want the working people of this coun-
try to have as much of the money they
earn as we can possibly let them keep.
That is the difference between Con-
gress and the President. The President
would rather have Washington make
these decisions.

He does not like the gas tax cut. As
I understand it, he has now said that he
would sign it because he is hoping to
have this with the minimum wage in-
crease as well, but it is clear that it
was not his first choice. He has said on
many occasions he does not want this
tax cut. But, Mr. President, I hope this
is just the first of many tax cuts.

I hope that we will enact the tax cuts
for families in this country that were
vetoed last year because that is what is
going to make a difference for Amer-
ican families—the $500 per child tax
credit, homemaker IRA’s, so the
women who are staying home and rais-
ing their children will have the same
opportunities for retirement security
that anyone who works outside the
home has. That is in the bill we sent to
the President that he vetoed along
with the $500 per child tax credit and
lessening the marriage penalties so
families would not have to pay such a
great price for getting married.

All of these things will help the
American family keep the money they
earn. That is the bright red line of dif-
ference between the President and this
Congress. We want people to keep the
money they earn for their families. We
think that will make the American
family stronger.

So, Mr. President, I hope that every-
one will think about how much this
could mean to the people of this coun-
try. I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
am going to yield in a moment to my
distinguished colleague from Idaho, but
I do want to make a point about this.
When President Clinton campaigned
for the highest office in the land, he
told America that he was going to
lower—lower—the pressure—I want to
thank my colleague from Texas for her
remarks here today; I appreciate her
very much, all that she does; and she
alluded to this as well—but that he was
going to lower the economic pressure
on the working family. And I just said
a moment ago that Americans work
from January 1 to May 7, and every
paycheck they get for every one of
those days goes to the Government.

The point I want to make before I
yield to the Senator from Idaho is that
when President Clinton came to the
White House, they earned their first
check on May 6. So he has added 3
more days because of his policies—3
more days that American families have
to work in addition. That is going in
the wrong direction, particularly when
you promised you were going to reduce
the number of days that they had to
work. And then we turn around and we
have American families working even
more. Just another example of the
campaign pledge that got jettisoned in
the White House.

With that, Mr. President, I yield up
to 10 minutes to the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
thank the Senator from Georgia for,
once again, taking time to bring us to
the floor of the Senate to debate what
has become a very important issue to
Americans—America’s consumers and
America’s driving public.

As has been said by our colleague
from Texas, there are those of us who
live in rural States where it is literally
hundreds of miles between commu-
nities, where people commute 60, 70
miles a day, where business occurs and
goods and services are provided by long
distances of transportation. Any time
we raise the cost of delivery of goods
and services, or the cost it takes the
individual consumer to provide for
themselves and their families in the
normal course of daily activity, we
have impaired the economy of our
country. That is exactly what has hap-
pened here with the kind of tax that
President Clinton pushed through sev-
eral years ago, of which a part was the
4.3 cent gas tax that we are talking
about today and that I hope the Senate
will vote to repeal this week.

Unique to this gas tax increase was
the fact that, up until that time, in a
temporary way, we had only had one
small gas tax that had ever gone to the
general fund. All the rest of the perma-
nent increases, like this particular in-
crease, had gone to the highway or
transportation trust funds of our coun-
try, which then were dedicated to the
building of roads and bridges and trans-
portation infrastructure. As a result of

that, we have an excellent highway and
transportation system, because we
have always been smart enough and
clear enough in our direction as a
country to recognize that citizens
would be willing to pay dedicated taxes
to dedicated funds for specific pur-
poses. And that has always largely
been true of raises or increases in the
fuel or gas tax when it was dedicated.
I know it has certainly been true in my
State of Idaho.

While our citizens are concerned
about taxes and believe, as I do, that
they are much too high, they have al-
ways largely been willing to support
the kind of taxes that were dedicated
to a broad, general purpose like trans-
portation. And as a result of it, we
have had and seen built excellent
transportation systems.

This is different—substantially dif-
ferent. Our President said that he
would oppose increasing a gas tax as a
candidate in 1992. He said it was regres-
sive and unfair to working families.
And he was right. In fact, I have a let-
ter here from the International Broth-
erhood of Teamsters, Ron Carey, gen-
eral president, asking the Senate of the
United States and the Congress to re-
peal the 4.3-cent tax. The reason is ex-
actly the kind of reason I have just
given. Not only does it affect the work-
ing men and women of the Brotherhood
of Teamsters, but based on the average
trucker purchasing 14,000 gallons per
year of diesel fuel, it is estimated that
a repeal of the 4.3-cent tax per gallon
will save trucking companies $600 per
vehicle per year—largely a $600 cost
that must be passed through to the
goods and services that the trucking
industry sends around our country.

That, of course, is exactly, I think,
the concern that many of us have. Once
you start a tax like this, unless it is
truly a dedicated tax, it simply begins
the snowballing effect of being added
onto the cost of consuming in this
country and to the costs that our fami-
lies must bear up under as they go
about their daily lives. Certainly, in
the farming and ranching business of
my State, where all goods and services
must be transported over long dis-
tances to get to the home operation,
this kind of tax increase has a substan-
tial impact upon the working families
of my State.

It is said that the tax-and-spend atti-
tude of this administration, and this
tax, coupled with the largest tax in-
crease in history that was pushed
through by a Democrat Congress and
by this President several years ago, has
destroyed over 1.2 million jobs in our
country, and that the cost to the aver-
age American family has been $2,600 a
year in higher taxes and lower earn-
ings. We have heard of the frustration
that the working families of our coun-
try have this year, and that the aver-
age citizen has, that somehow their
wage increases do not translate into
greater spendable income. Mr. Presi-
dent, here is one of the reasons why.
Immediately, they have to pay more
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dollars at the pump on an annual basis,
and their cost of living and providing
for their families, as a result, goes up.
That has clearly been a part of the rea-
son that we have seen the rather flat
growth in the U.S. economy, as a result
of the Clinton tax increase. Now I
think all of us recognize it as truly the
Clinton crunch on the working men
and women of our country.

In Idaho alone, repeal of this gas tax
increase would represent a $32 million
savings to consumers, to people who
stop nearly two times a week at the
gas pump to fill up because of their
long-distance commuting.

There is something else that is inter-
esting. I serve, as does the Presiding
Officer, on the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee here in the Senate.
Just last week, we went through a
morning of hearings looking at why we
are in the gas price spiral that the con-
suming public is now experiencing, and
what it was doing, and whether we
could anticipate some leveling off of it,
and what the general impact is of what
is happening.

Here is a chart that came out of that
hearing that I thought was most sig-
nificant. It begins to explain part of
the overall picture of what the average
consumer pays for at the gas pump.
The real cost of raw materials is 42 per-
cent of what you pay for at the pump.
But the thing I found most interesting
was this figure over here—that motor
fuel taxes represents over 30 percent of
every dollar spent at the fuel pump.
That is both State and Federal. You
know, Mr. President, I know of no
other consumer good in our country
where within the cost of the purchase
of that good is built in a 30-percent tax.
While I think all of us would agree that
some of these taxes over the years
built into the cost of fuel have been
very positive—I have already talked
about the roads, bridges, interstate
transportation system, and now some
of the inner-city rail that is receiving
the benefits of this tax—but none of it
ever went in a permanent way—I re-
peat, a permanent way—to welfare, to
food stamps, to the general fund ex-
penditures of the Federal Government,
until President Clinton pushed through
this tax a couple of years ago. This tax
had always been dedicated to the gen-
eral economic well-being of our coun-
try. By that I mean the constant abil-
ity to improve the transportation sys-
tems that allow the flow of our econ-
omy to improve on an aggressive basis.
Clearly, our wealth as a nation has
been our ability to move goods and
services at low costs, and that is why
we were always committed to this kind
of a tax.

That is why I stood on the floor of
the Senate, having opposed this tax
when it was passed and now supporting
its repeal because instead of it going
into the pool that builds the roads and
bridges, it is now being used in a way
where it should not be. And, yet, the
American people are led to believe, be-
cause of the historic use, that it is part
of this mix.

I think 30 percent of any good in the
market going to taxes is extremely
high, and is in this instance much,
much too high.

I hope that the Senate will agree
with us this week and support a full re-
peal of the 4.3-cent gas tax.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from the president
of the International Brotherhood of
Teamsters be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD
OF TEAMSTERS, AFL–CIO,
Washington, DC, May 7, 1996.

DEAR SENATOR: The International
Brotherood of Teamsters supports the repeal
of the 4.3 cents per gallon gas tax. Almost
three-hundred thousand of our members who
work in the trucking industry are directly
affected by the recent upward spiral of gaso-
line prices. And, all of our 1.5 million mem-
bers and their families, as consumers, are
paying much higher prices for gas at the
pump than a few weeks ago.

The trucking industry, in particular the
less-than-truckload (LTL) sector, has experi-
enced a severe decline in recent years due to
industry overcapacity and the severe erosion
of rates. Deregulation of intrastate trucking
in January 1995 has produced a wave of dis-
counting as regional carriers expanded ag-
gressively into new shortfall markets, while
demand for trucking services softened be-
cause of slower economic growth. Those
trucking companies hanging on for survival
are now experiencing increased costs because
of the jump in gas prices at a time when they
can least afford it.

Based on the average trucker purchasing
14,000 gallons per year of diesel fuel, it is es-
timated that a repeal of the 4.3 cents per gal-
lon gas tax will save trucking companies $600
per vehicle per year. For many, that means
the difference between surviving the current
downturn in the industry or going out of
business. Teamsters and other truck drivers
face a ‘‘double whammy.’’ They may not
only lose their jobs, but they also suffer from
the regressive nature of a gas tax at the
pump.

While repeal of this gas tax would mean a
loss of revenue of over $5 billion a year, the
Teamsters offer this solution—put real ‘‘fair-
ness’’ back in the tax code. A good first step
would be to repeal or modify the oil deple-
tion allowance, which lets oil companies
claim tax deductions that are worth more
than the cost of their investments. That
would more than make up for this shortfall!
We urge you to support the repeal of the 4.3
cents per gallon gas tax.

Sincerely,
RON CAREY,

General President.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
close by saying that the billions of dol-
lars that the consuming public now
pays in the form of this tax—the $32.1
million that Idahoans pay—does noth-
ing to improve or stimulate the econ-
omy of our country. It is not building
a road. It is not building a bridge. It is
not patching a pothole. It is being
spent on day-to-day costs of our Gov-
ernment through the general fund.
This is the first time in our history
that we have done this.

It is now time that in a little but
most significant way we can drop the
price of gas at the pump by repealing

this tax and, as importantly, righting
the wrong that occurred several years
ago when President Clinton passed this
tax through. I hope once we correct
this, we will say that never again will
we ever put a dedicated fuel tax into
the general fund of our country, that,
if we are going to continue to increase
this part of the dollar purchasing pie of
the American consumer, when it comes
to transportation costs of fuel, that it
go to serve the transportation needs of
our country and to continue to build
and maintain that infrastructure that
has served us so well.

Having said those words, I believe it
is so important that we respond now
and as soon as the Senate can to this
issue. I heard from a good many of my
constituents who think the Senate is
clearly moving in the right direction to
repeal this tax. I hope we respond this
week.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

thank the Senator from Idaho for his
very informative demonstration of the
distribution of the cost of gasoline. I
wonder before he leaves the Chamber if
I might borrow the letter that he en-
tered into the RECORD for discussion
maybe a little bit later on this after-
noon.

At this time, Mr. President, I am
going to yield to my colleague from Ar-
izona up to 10 minutes on the issue of
repeal of the gasoline tax.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President.

I thank the Senator from Georgia for
yielding the time and for bringing us to
the floor to talk about this most im-
portant matter.

In my State of Arizona, people drive
long distances, as they do in the State
of Idaho. The gas tax, therefore, is a
very important matter to us. Most Ari-
zonans, by the way, are very much in
favor of the repeal of this Clinton gas
tax.

I want to start by quoting from Bill
Clinton, who was then a candidate for
President. When he ran for office, he
said, ‘‘I oppose Federal excise gas tax
increases.’’ Then, of course, about 21⁄2
years later, he included a Federal gaso-
line excise tax as part of the biggest
tax increase in the history of this
country, which he and the majority of
the Members of Congress imposed upon
our taxpayers.

The point that I would like to begin
with is that, as much as the President
talks about trying to protect the poor-
er in our society, the gasoline tax is a
tax that hits the poor the hardest. As a
matter of fact, according to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, in 1987, it shows
that the poorest 20 percent of Ameri-
cans devote 8.8 percent of their expend-
itures to gasoline and motor oil while
the wealthiest 20 percent devote only
3.1 percent of their expenditures to
such things.

So when we talk about a tax that
really hits those who are the poorest in
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our society, it is the gasoline tax that
stands right up there as one of the
harshest taxes on the poor. That is one
of the reasons why Republicans are so
dedicated right now to trying to repeal
this 4.3-cent gas tax because of the
harm that it does to the poorest in our
society.

Taxes are a lot like Federal spending
programs. They are very difficult to
cut, and once they are in place they are
almost impossible to repeal. Repealing
this Clinton gas tax is illustrative of
the efforts that we have had underway
here to change the status quo in Wash-
ington and to begin to send power back
to the people. It is very hard to do. But
it is a question of whom you trust. Who
would you rather have spending the
money—the people of the country, the
taxpayers, or the bureaucrats here in
Washington? We believe that repealing
this Clinton gas tax of 4.3 cents per gal-
lon is a small but necessary step to-
ward reducing the overall tax burden
imposed upon the American people. It
represents a ratcheting down of the
size of the Government. It reduces
taxes and it reduces spending.

Mr. President, I want to make the
point. Opponents of repealing the gas
tax said, ‘‘Well, Republicans are just
trying to make a political issue out of
this. It is not very much money,’’ to
which there are two or three answers.

First, if it is not very much money,
then why are you so concerned about
it? Why are you opposing our efforts to
repeal the tax if it is not a big deal?

Second, if it is not very much money,
then we certainly do not have to worry
about what it does to our efforts to bal-
ance the budget. As a matter of fact,
we can balance the budget very easily,
as I will point out in a minute. Our
budget for this next year assumes the
repeal of the gas tax. We do not need
that money to run the Federal Govern-
ment. It seems to me that there is not
a good argument against reducing
the——

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield to my
friend from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator from
Arizona is clarifying a point that I did
not mention effectively in the begin-
ning—that, while the majority leader’s
proposal for the repeal is through De-
cember, the new budget revision is a
permanent repeal, as the Senator just
alluded to.

Am I not correct?
Mr. KYL. The Senator is absolutely

correct. According to the budget which
we will be taking up here in the next
couple of days, revenues to the Treas-
ury are expected to exceed $1.7 trillion
in the 1997 fiscal year. This amount
factors in the proposed repeal of the
Clinton gas tax.

I also note that that figure compares
to $1.05 trillion collected by the Gov-
ernment just 5 years ago. In other
words, Mr. President, the Treasury is
flush with a 40-percent increase in rev-
enues in just the last 5 years. We hard-

ly need the revenue from this 4.3-cent
gas tax.

I talked in the beginning about the
effect on the State of Arizona where
motorists have to travel fairly large
distances to get where they are going.
I note that in my own State, in the
city of Phoenix, for example, the price
of regular unleaded gas is now about
$1.39 to $1.45 a gallon. Super is about
$1.63 gallon. So clearly this spike in
gasoline prices is hurting motorists.

One thing we can do. The Congress
cannot repeal the law of supply and de-
mand. We cannot directly affect the
market by what we do. At least, we
should not try to. Clearly, the market
is working here. But if we can have an
effect on the tax burden imposed by the
gas tax and reduce that by 4.3 cents,
that is an additional savings for the
people in my State which would cer-
tainly help them. It may not be a big
deal, as some of the opponents are
talking about here, but it does add up.

As a matter of fact, I point out that
the Heritage Foundation recently esti-
mated that the cost of the Clinton gas
tax on a State-by-State basis—in this
case for the State of Arizona—will re-
sult in motorists paying an additional
$78 million in 1996. To some opponents
of the gas tax, $78 million may not
seem like a lot of money. But, frankly,
to the people of the State of Arizona,
$78 million out of their pockets is a fair
amount of money. Repeal will put that
much money back into the pockets of
the citizens of Arizona, whom I trust to
make better decisions on how to spend
that money than I do bureaucrats back
here in Washington, DC.

It was also pointed out by the Sen-
ator from Idaho that no part of this 4.3-
cent levy goes toward transportation
costs, which most motorists think is
happening to their money. It goes in-
stead to the general fund of the Treas-
ury where the President would like to
use it to finance additional Govern-
ment spending rather than to be used
for deficit reduction.

In order to satisfy the President’s de-
mand for more spending, Congress re-
cently had to add $5 billion to the om-
nibus appropriations bill. Although the
additional spending was ostensibly off-
set by savings in other areas, Congress
had in fact counted on using much of
that savings to implement the bal-
anced budget that it passed last year.
Using the offsets to finance the Presi-
dent’s additional spending instead will,
in effect, make it $5 billion harder to
achieve the balanced budget.

Mr. President, as I said a moment
ago, the real question here is, Whom do
you trust to spend the money the best?
Is it the people who earn it, who would
like to spend it on their families back
home, or is it bureaucrats back here in
Washington, DC? This money is not
being used to build more highways. It
goes into the general fund where the
President wants to use it to spend
more money. I believe, and we Repub-
licans believe, that this is the time and
the place to start by cutting.

For those who say it is not much, I
say a long journey starts with the first
step. Every little bit will help. If we
can cut out this 4.3-cent gas tax that
was part of the Clinton increase of 2
years ago, No. 1, it will help reduce the
price of gasoline a little bit; No. 2, it
will help restore some balance to our
budget because we will be cutting the
size of Government rather than using
this money to spend on Government
programs. And third, and perhaps most
importantly, it will begin to further
our efforts to put more trust in the
American people—let them keep what
they earn rather than sending money
back here to Washington to be spent by
Washington bureaucrats.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator
from Georgia for yielding this time.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
wish to underscore one more time that
the majority leader’s amendment to
this legislation repeals it through De-
cember 1996 but that the intent is to re-
peal the 4.3-cent gas tax not only
through December but thereafter,
which is being shaped, as the new Pre-
siding Officer alluded to, through the
new budgets that the majority will be
bringing forward very shortly.

With that, I should like to yield up to
15 minutes to the majority whip, the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized.
Mr. LOTT. I thank the distinguished

Senator from Georgia for arranging for
us to have this time to talk about the
gas tax repeal and, frankly, about
other opportunities to return taxes to
the people who are working and earn-
ing those wages and our desire to see
them be able to keep the fruits of their
labor. It is important we have this dis-
cussion this afternoon under the lead-
ership of the distinguished Senator
from Georgia because there has been a
lot of misunderstanding and misin-
formation that has been put out with
regard to what we are trying to accom-
plish.

First, let me sum up where we are in
terms of considering this issue. When
the Senate resumes consideration this
afternoon of the White House Travel
Office employee reimbursement, the
pending amendment will be the Dole
amendment to repeal President Clin-
ton’s gas tax increase. There has been
a great deal of confusion over exactly
what that amendment does, so let me
take a brief moment to explain that.

Two weeks ago, Senator DOLE pro-
posed that we repeal the 4.3-cent gas
tax which was implemented by the
Congress in 1993. And I emphasize, that
was done by the Democrats in the Con-
gress. Not one Republican voted for it
because, as has been pointed out by the
Senator from Arizona, we thought it
was a mistake to turn what has tradi-
tionally been a user fee going into the
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highway trust fund into just another
tax being put into the deep dark hole of
the General Treasury, in fact, in my
opinion, not really reducing the deficit
and maybe even contributing to it be-
cause, once again, it puts a damper on
the ability of people to work and keep
their own money. Any time you take
money in taxes away from people, I
think it hurts the enterprise of those
people to do their job.

With gasoline costs rising, though,
the majority leader proposed to help
Americans by cutting part of the taxes
levied back in 1993 on American con-
sumers. Last week, many Democrats,
including President Clinton, conceded
that they would support this tax roll-
back. In response to this, Senator DOLE
offered an amendment to repeal the gas
tax as part of a package that included
the minimum wage increase and the so-
called TEAM Act, which is a bill that
would allow employers and employees
to work together for more safety and
productivity in America’s workplace.

Despite weeks, then, of claiming that
all they wanted was a straight up-or-
down vote on the Kennedy minimum
wage amendment, there was an objec-
tion offered by Senator DASCHLE saying
that that was not sufficient. Even
though they would have a straight up-
or-down vote on the minimum wage,
they did not like it because it was con-
nected to these other very important
issues, the repeal of the gas tax and al-
lowing us to have cooperation in the
workplace. They objected to that.

So Senator DOLE offered the minor-
ity a straight up-or-down vote on the
minimum wage, on the gas tax repeal,
and on the TEAM Act, and again that
was objected to. Now you are talking
about obstructionist tactics. As a mat-
ter of fact, the majority leader has had
to file more cloture motions in this
Congress than the other two Con-
gresses combined, the 102d and 103d.
Sixty-three times cloture motions have
had to have been filed to cut off filibus-
ters.

So now we find ourselves where the
people who are saying, yes, we think
maybe we will be for a gas tax repeal,
they are now filibustering that very
issue.

As a matter of fact, I have the statis-
tics here now. In the 102d and 103d Con-
gresses, we had a total of 87 cloture
motions. In the 104th Congress alone,
which has just been 1 year and 4
months, we have already had to file 64
cloture motions to cut off these ob-
structionist efforts to keep us from
getting a straight vote on these issues.

Why is this happening? Because they
now have an outside partner, outside of
this institution; the President will not
allow the Senate to work together to
reach a compromise, a fair compromise
to move beyond this parliamentary im-
passe. The Senate’s Democrats do not
want to vote on repealing the gas tax if
it is in any way combined with these
other issues. And so they have ob-
jected.

Now we are trying to see if there is
some other way that we could move
this issue forward.

On Thursday, Senator DOLE withdrew
his original amendment and offered a
new one which now contains the gas
tax repeal only. It has been discon-
nected from the other two issues I have
been talking about. The pending busi-
ness is the gas tax repeal only. Senator
DOLE did so to accommodate President
Clinton and other Members in the Sen-
ate who said they wanted to support
the gas tax, but they will only do it as
a separate bill. So he has now set it up
that way.

The majority leader further accom-
modated the President by changing the
amendment’s offset to use an issue
which President Clinton has been very
aggressively advocating, and that is
the BIF–SAIF issue. It is not the way I
would prefer to go, but it is one that
has been promoted by the President.
The Secretary of the Treasury is send-
ing letters to the Senate saying we
want to get this done. So now the argu-
ment that maybe it is not paid for or
they did not like the offset, that has
even been addressed.

Now the Senate is scheduled to vote
on the gas tax repeal amendment on
Tuesday at 2:15 so that we can get be-
yond the filibuster and get to a direct
vote. This should not be a partisan
vote. The President said he is for it.
Many Democrats say they support re-
peal of the gas tax. The question is,
will they vote that way?

The national awareness of the direct
impact of that 1993 gas tax increase
and what it is doing to taxpayers today
is affecting this issue. That is why it is
picking up momentum. President Clin-
ton has admitted that he had raised
the people’s taxes too much in 1993,
with his own words, and he, too, has in-
dicated he would support this rollback.
So I think it is time that we do it.

Now, in a typical Washington, inside-
the-beltway mentality, you hear var-
ious and sundry complaints about why
we should not repeal this tax. They
say, well, it should not have been added
to the general Treasury, maybe it
should have gone in the highway trust
fund, but it will affect the deficit if you
take it away. Well, it is paid for. It is
offset. It will not contribute to the in-
crease of the deficit directly or indi-
rectly. I think, in fact, by repealing
that gas tax you will have more reve-
nue coming into the Treasury. But that
is the kind of attitude you get: Well, it
is not much.

As a part of the big 1993 tax in-
crease—$265 billion, the biggest in the
history of this country—maybe this is
a small amount, but when you ask the
people out in the real world it is not
small. First of all, it is about $25 bil-
lion over the next 6 years, and it af-
fects middle-class working people. I un-
derstand that about 23 percent of this
gas tax repeal will go to people making
under $20,000 a year.

Mr. President, $35 or $40 a year to a
family that is only making $20,000 a

year, that makes a difference. But it is
more than that.

Let me just tell you what it means to
the poor State that I have the great
honor of representing, the State of Mis-
sissippi. As a matter of fact, it would
reduce the fuel costs for the average
Mississippi automobile $38 over the
course of a year. But it affects much
more than that. Many of the people in
my State have their own trucking rigs.
They have their own commercial
truck. They contract with others but
they are the driver and they drive their
own truck. For that commercial truck
driver in my State it would mean over
$766 in a year. That is an impact. Re-
member, this is not just automobile
gas. We are also talking about diesel
fuel for farmers, for inland waterways,
for jet fuel. By the time you add it all
up, once again in my State, the esti-
mated revenue that will be raised in
1996 from this 4.3-cent-per-gallon Fed-
eral gas tax, it will cost our State $86
million. This is not insignificant. This
is a real tax burden on the American
people.

When you couple it with all the other
taxes, again they say it is such a small
part—yes, it is. When you consider
Federal taxes, payroll taxes, State in-
come taxes, property taxes, capital
gains taxes, gasoline taxes, death
taxes—there is no end to this. In my
State, when you couple the Federal gas
tax with the State gas tax you are
talking about 36.3 cents per gallon. In
other States it is more than that. I un-
derstand the average nationally is 39.9
percent, or something like that—40
cents a gallon in taxes, Federal and
State.

Also, when you live in California and
some other States, gasoline prices have
gone up to $2 a gallon. If you could roll
back a little bit on the Federal gas tax,
maybe a little bit on the State gas tax,
you will see this does add up to real
money. Plus I do not view this as an
end-all, of all of our problems—no. This
is a first small step. It is a downpay-
ment. What we need to do is give the
people some real tax relief on their
payroll taxes. What we need is across-
the-board tax relief for the American
people who are working and paying all
these taxes. What we really need is
genuine tax reform. The income tax
system is the worst possible tax. Then
you add on top of that the payroll tax.
The working people are really getting
hammered.

Unfortunately we made a sincere ef-
fort last year to get tax relief for the
American people and it was vetoed by
the President. We tried to get $400 per
child tax credit for families with chil-
dren. We tried to give spouses working
in the home the opportunity to have an
individual retirement account. We
tried to give an adoption tax credit. It
looks like maybe we will get that now
that the President signed on board to
that. We tried to give relief from the
marriage penalty. We tried to give re-
lief to the American workers from the
unfairness of the Tax Code and also
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take some action to provide a little
growth in the economy with capital
gains relief.

We also tried to raise the earnings of
our seniors who are retired. Why in the
world do we want to make people who
are between 65 and 70 years old pay,
really, for continuing to work if they
make over $11,500 a year? Of course we
have now raised that, thank goodness.
We are getting it up to $30,000, and I
hope that is a step toward eliminating
the penalty on Social Security if you
are between 65 and 70 and you want to
keep working. You are productive. You
want to pay into the General Treasury.
You make more money and you pay
taxes on it.

There is a terrible disincentive in
America to work hard and be produc-
tive so you can provide for your chil-
dren, for your family, for the needs in
your community and in your churches
and synagogues. There is a mentality
in this city that Washington knows
best. We will bring it to Washington in
every form of tax increase known to
the minds of men and then we will de-
cide how your children will be taken
care of, what money will go for what
education programs.

That is wrongheaded. We should
begin tomorrow by eliminating this gas
tax increase. I appreciate this oppor-
tunity to address this issue. I believe
the American people are overwhelm-
ingly with us on this issue and, as a
matter of fact, on overall fairness in
the Tax Code and some relief so they
can keep more of their money and in-
vest it or save it or use it to help their
children in a way that, frankly, will
help the future economy of our coun-
try.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the major-

ity whip, the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi, for the contributions
he has made to this debate, laying it
out, underscoring the pressures that
this tax has put on the American work-
ing family.

Just as an aside, the third paragraph
of the letter that was referred to by the
Senator from Idaho a few moments ago
is very interesting. It has been printed
for the RECORD but I want to under-
score it:

Based on the average trucker purchasing
14,000 gallons per year of diesel fuel, it is es-
timated that a repeal of the 4.3 cents per gal-
lon tax will save trucking companies $600 per
vehicle per year.

Across the board—we have been talk-
ing about what it means to the average
family. We have seen figures from $50-
plus to nearly $200 per year that the av-
erage working family will save, that
will stay in their checking account in-
stead of being sent to the Treasury.
But the thing we have not heard a
great deal about is that when you
lower the cost to operate that truck
$600 per year, when you lower the cost

to operate the sales fleet thousands of
dollars, when you lower the cost of
every form of public transportation—of
jet fuel, taxicab gasoline, the public
bus—what happens is throughout the
economy the costs come down so the
consumer will ultimately save, not
only their own direct costs, which is
what we have heard so much about, but
the indirect saving. Somewhere down
the line the cost of goods is less. It
does not cost as much to ship the jar of
peanut butter. So somewhere down the
line there is a saving that works its
way through the entire economic sys-
tem.

We have had a lot of discussion
about: This is just a beginning. Unfor-
tunately, that is the case. But it is
going in the right direction. A few mo-
ments ago I said every working family
gave their paycheck to the Govern-
ment from January 1 to May 7 and that
it was May 8 before they got to keep
their first paycheck. Maybe this repeal
will start moving it back towards May
6, keeping in mind that, as far as the
American people are concerned, we
need to move that day all the way back
to March 1. That is the date. January
1st to March 1 is the period of time
which every segment of American soci-
ety is prepared to contribute to the
Government for the services they re-
ceive. Every day after March 1, March
2, 3, 4, 5—all the way through May 7,
the American people feel is an exces-
sive burden. And they are right. I am
going to come back to that in just a
moment.

President Clinton in his book, ‘‘Put-
ting People First,’’ declared, ‘‘I oppose
Federal excise gas tax increases.’’ Ear-
lier that year, reacting to Paul Tson-
gas, who was also a candidate for Presi-
dent, and who had proposed increasing
the gas tax, President Clinton, then
candidate Clinton said: ‘‘It sticks it to
the lower income and middle income
retired people in the country and it is
wrong.’’ He was right. It is wrong. But
then the President was elected and in
August of the next year he proposed
the largest tax increase in American
history, which included raising gas
taxes—diesel fuel, jet fuel—4.3 cents
per gallon.

There was a lot of debate at that
time, just like there is right now. All
these facts that have been pointed out
by all these Senators on the floor were
made clear then. But the President
sided with those in his administration
who wanted very much to impose this
new tax increase.

This is a statement that I find
uniquely interesting:

‘‘A buck a week’’—

Mr. President, I want to repeat that.
‘‘A buck a week,’’ Clinton scoffed at those

who suggested he was hurting the very mid-
dle class he had promised to help.

He scoffed at it; it is only a buck a
week.

I will tell you what, Mr. President,
about 2 years ago, the Georgia Legisla-
ture, responding to a request from the
Governor’s office, imposed a license on

auto tags, a new fee. It ranged from $10
to $15 per tag. That is $1 a month, not
$1 a week; just $1 a month, and we al-
most had another Boston Tea Party in
Georgia. That was repealed very quick-
ly. A buck a month.

Of course, as we now know, it is not
just a buck a week, but say it was. You
do not scoff at this, and the reason you
do not is because the American work-
ing family has been pushed to the
wall—pushed to the wall—in their abil-
ity to do those things which we ask
them to do.

To revisit it, a Georgia working fam-
ily earns on an average $45,000 a year.
They have two parents working and
two kids. Their total Federal tax on in-
come comes to $9,511. The total State
and local tax is $5,234. The estimated
cost of Federal regulation to the fam-
ily—and this is a number most Ameri-
cans are not appreciative of—is $6,615.

Incidentally, Mr. President, if you
add the cost of regulatory burdens, you
do not really get to keep your pay-
check on May 8. That is just taxes. You
really—and it is a unique date—you
really do not get to keep your first
paycheck until—it is an interesting
day—July 4th, Independence Day. That
is really the first day when you add on
regulatory burdens.

But this average family, then, in
Georgia is basically paying 52 percent
of their gross income to the govern-
ment, to regulatory burdens, and it is
no wonder they have become so anxiety
ridden. It is no wonder that they are so
worried about fulfilling their respon-
sibilities for their family, their com-
munity and their country.

As I said when I began these re-
marks, Thomas Jefferson, if he were
here today, would wonder if we are still
free. He would pose the question: ‘‘Can
a country be free when the govern-
ments that run it confiscate and take
over half the wages of the bread earn-
er?″

If you read through Thomas Jeffer-
son’s work, he alludes to this through-
out his work. It was the nature of gov-
ernment to grow, and it is the nature
of government to consume the wages of
those who deserve it, those who work
for it. He warned us not to do that.
This repeal of the gas tax is the first
step of a long, arduous journey. It is at
the core of fundamentally sound policy
that we begin to return the fruits of
labor to those who work for it and that
we quit interfering with their rights to
determine their own priorities for their
own family, for their own dreams.

This is an elegant work, Mr. Presi-
dent. It is an allegiance to the founding
principles of this country, to the work
of Thomas Jefferson, Adams, Monroe,
and Franklin. They never would have
envisioned—ever—that this country
would be governed in such a way as to
absolutely take from the bread earner
half of what they earned. They would
never in their wildest dreams have
imagined that we could come to that
kind of condition.

In Georgia alone, this fuel tax, which
has been described by some on the
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other side of the aisle as inconsequen-
tial, removes from the State nearly a
quarter of a billion dollars. This 4.3
cents takes $168 million out of the
checking accounts of the working fam-
ilies and businesses in motor fuel. It
takes $28.5 million out of the State in
new taxes for diesel fuel. It takes $27.5
million out of the State in jet fuel. It
takes it out of those local accounts and
moves it to the Treasury for an ex-
panding Federal Government.

It was wrong when it was imposed. It
is a regressive tax, uniquely hard on
the elderly and the poor. It was appro-
priated from users to expand Federal
spending. It was not even used to make
better highways and safer highways for
the people who use them. It was used
to expand Federal spending. It hurts
the working family, it hurts the econ-
omy, and it raises costs of all goods,
because energy is built into the cost of
all goods.

So, Mr. President, as I said, the
American family cannot keep their
first check until May 8. Maybe we can
save them a day and give them 1 more
day’s pay by getting this money back
into their checking accounts where it
belongs.
f

OBSERVANCE OF 1 MINUTE OF
SILENCE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, on
behalf of, I know, public officials
throughout the country, but particu-
larly those from Georgia where
ValuJet is headquartered, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate fall into
silence for 1 minute in acknowledg-
ment of the deaths of the people from
across our land as a result of this very
tragic airplane crash in the Everglades
coming out of Miami.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senate
will observe 1 minute of silence in ac-
cordance with the wishes of the Sen-
ator from Georgia.

[A minute of silence was observed.]
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia.
Mr. COVERDELL. As with all of

these occurrences, you never really can
appreciate the far reach that it has. My
young press assistant’s fiancee, in At-
lanta, is an honor graduate at Emory
University. Her grandparents were on
the flight, on their way to attend her
graduation. I am sure, of course, that
story is repeated 109 times, multiplied
to all the families of these 104 pas-
sengers and 5 crewmembers.

Atlanta is an airline town. Any time
anything like this happens, it is a grief
felt very widely throughout our city
and State. I, on behalf of all in our
State, extend our condolences to the
families wherever they are that were
affected by this tragic crash.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be given up to 5 minutes to
speak to an issue that has occurred on
the borders between our country and
Mexico with regard to drug smuggling.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

DRUG SMUGGLING

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the
Los Angeles Times ran an article
today, May 13, 1996, and it is just a
stunning article.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Los Angeles Times, May 13, 1996]
DRUG RUNNERS ARRESTED AT BORDER OFTEN

GO FREE

(By H.G. Reza)
SAN DIEGO.—During the federal govern-

ment’s yearlong narcotics crackdown along
the Southwest border; hundreds of suspected
smugglers have been allowed to go free after
U.S. authorities arrested them with substan-
tial quantities of drugs at ports of entry in
California.

In the past year, about 2,300 suspected traf-
fickers were taken into custody for bringing
drugs across the border but, according to
records and interviews, more than one in
four were simply sent home to Mexico be-
cause of jail overcrowding and prosecutorial
discretion.

Two suspects with 32 pounds of meth-
amphetamine, and another with 37,000 Quaa-
lude tablets, were simply ‘‘excluded’’ from
the United States after their drugs and vehi-
cles were confiscated.

The handling of drug cases at the border,
most involving at least 50 pounds of mari-
juana, reflects shifting and sometimes con-
flicting pressures on the federal law enforce-
ment community.

The threshold for prosecutions, drug
agents say, has risen as the government has
stepped up narcotics interdiction at border
crossings and made more seizures. In addi-
tion, they say there often is no room for drug
suspects at the federal jail here because it is
overflowing with people awaiting trial on
immigration law violations and other
charges.

After a seizure of 158 pounds of cocaine,
one defendant was cited and released because
there was no room at the federal jail, said
the woman’s attorney. The charges against
her were dropped, the attorney added.

Officials at the U.S. attorney’s office con-
firm that under a program quietly adopted
two years ago, an increasing number of sus-
pected traffickers have been sent back to
Mexico without arrest or prosecution in ei-
ther federal or state court. Instead, they are
prohibited from returning to this country
pending an immigration hearing.

Government figures show that more than
1,000 smuggling suspects have been processed
this way since 1994 after seizures by the U.S.
Customs Service and the Border Patrol.

The number of such cases rose from 215 in
1994 to 636 last year at San Ysidro, Tecate
and Otay Mesa. There were 288 cases in the
first four months of 1996—and officials
project that the total will reach more than
800 for the year.

‘‘This is, in our opinion, a powerful pros-
ecutorial tool,’’ Assistant U.S. Atty. John
Kramer said in an interview, ‘‘Immigration
exclusion cases principally involve first-time
offenders who face the sanction of losing per-
manent residency in the United States or
their border crossing cards.’’

Justice Department and U.S. Customs
Service officials have reported unprece-
dented drug seizures in the first year of Op-

eration Hard Line, an anti-drug program
along the entire border with Mexico. Last
year, they said, total drug seizures from ve-
hicles, cargo containers and pedestrians at
all ports were up 25% over the previous year.

‘‘To the extent that drug seizures are up,
there is perhaps the perception that we’re
not doing more in the prosecuting area [but]
more felony cases have been filed than ever
before,’’ Kramer said.

The overall number of felony drug prosecu-
tions originating from border arrests more
than doubled in San Diego County, Kramer
said, with almost two-thirds prosecuted in
state court.

The government’s ‘‘exclusion policy’’ has
caused frustration among some Customs in-
spectors, who are making increasing num-
bers of seizures. After two Mexican women
with 32 pounds of methamphetamine and 24
pounds of marijuana were sent back across
the border, one inspector wrote in an Aug. 13,
1995, report:

‘‘Lack of enforcement is not because in-
spectors aren’t trying. It’s because of the
policy coming from upstairs.’’

Anyone caught smuggling drugs, even a
single marijuana cigarette, can be charged
with a felony offense, carrying a minimum of
two years in prison, or a misdemeanor, car-
rying up to a year in jail.

But since the early 1990s, the U.S. attor-
ney’s office has struggled with its inability
to prosecute all drug cases—especially mari-
juana cases—because of inadequate re-
sources. Officials previously had set loose
guidelines for deciding whether to seek mis-
demeanor or felony charges, depending on
the amount of marijuana.

Now, officials say the U.S. Customs Serv-
ice is operating under guidelines limiting
any prosecution—including misdemeanors—
to cases involving 125 pounds of marijuana or
more.

And Mexican nationals who are first-time
offenders usually are taken before an immi-
gration judge and given the option of being
excluded from the country, pending an immi-
gration appeal, or of being prosecuted. So
far, officials said, no one has chosen prosecu-
tion.

‘‘Generally prosecution is deferred if the
amount is below 125 pounds, or if the defend-
ant is a Mexican citizen, or if in the opinion
of the prosecutor, it’s not a strong case,’’
said Jeff Casey, Customs deputy special
agent in charge in San Diego.

However, Kramer said, suspects who escape
prosecution for their first seizure will auto-
matically be charged if they are caught a
second time, regardless of the drug type or
quantity.

U.S. Customs Service records reviewed by
The Times show that some smugglers have
been caught two or more times—even in the
same week—yet still were not jailed or pros-
ecuted. In addition, no action was taken
against a number of suspected smugglers
captured with more than 125 pounds of mari-
juana.

One 58-year-old U.S. citizen, according to
seizure records, was arrested three times this
year at the border—in January with 53
pounds of marijuana, in February with 51
pounds and this month with 41 pounds. Al-
though he had a criminal history that
stretched back four decades and included an
alien smuggling charge, he was not pros-
ecuted for the first two seizures, according
to a law enforcement source.

In one case that exceeded the threshold,
records show that two U.S. citizens arrested
Oct. 22, 1995, for smuggling 151 pounds of
marijuana were not prosecuted. And neither
was a 21-year-old U.S. citizen arrested March
16 with 386 pounds of marijuana who had
been caught a week earlier with a smaller
amount.
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